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Remarks 

Claims 1 to 18 are pending. Claims 1, 6, 9, 10, 12, 14 and 15 have been amended, and 
claim 18 has been canceled. Bases lor the amendments are found in the specification at paae3. 
last paragraph, pages 4- 5. and page 6 : . lines 8-24. Entry of the amendments and reconsideration 
i he ap <U. o > - < , m. h requested. 

Claims 1-8, 12, 13. 17. and 1 8 stand rejected under 35 USC § 302(e) as being anticipated by 
or under 35 USC 103(a) as obvious over Garabedian et ai. U.S. 2004/0144406. This rejection has 
been avoided by the claim amendments. 

Claims 1 and 1.2 have been amended to require that the finishing composition contain 3 to 
50 weight percent abrasive particles. Garabedian discloses nanoparticies, but they are present in a 
concentration range of 0.01 to 1 percent (see paragraph [01411). 

Garabedian i > a teat ing regarding carpet cleaning, and he includes nanoparticies with a 
purpose of giving a hydrophiiic property (see Garabedian paragraphs [0149] - [0150]} not for any 
abrasive function. Nanoparticies are too small to accomplish any abrasive function. On the other 
hand, the claimed finishing compositions contain abrasive particles to carry out their intended 
function. Finishing compositions are intended to remove imperfections in an. automobile paint job 
through the uv ? \ a >\i.- h c nmk L % Garabedian is also in an art (i.e. carpet cleaning) which is 
not analogous to the art of the present application (i.e. finishing compositions for use in vehicle 
painting, and body shops). Since Garabedian does not disclose the concentration range of 3-50 
percent, does not disclose any particles useful as abrasives, and is in a non-analogous art, the 
amended claims are both novel and nonobvious over Garabedian. Dependent claim 6. as amended, 
is further semm , m Gar be*, tat m tf a it recites an abrasive particle size range of 2 to 100 
nicrometers, w! ibstantiaiiy larger than uv of < uabedian tn< p u ick 

Claims 9-1 1 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as obvious over Garabedian et ai The 
rationale supporting the unobviousness of the amended claim 1 above also applies to claims 9~ 
1 1 as amended. 

Claim i 5 has been rejected under 35 CSC 1 03(a) as obvious over Garabedian. The same 
rationale discussed above applies to this rejection. Claim 1 5 has been amended, consistent with 
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claim 1 ; so that, 3-50 weight percent abrasive particles are required in the composition made by 
the method of claim 15. Garabedian neither discloses such a high concentration of particles, nor 
does he disclose any panicles which would function as abrasive particles. 

Claims 1-4, 6-13, 1 7 and 18 have been rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as obvious over 
John US Patent 5,316,692 in view of 'Ferae US Patent 5,080,828. 'This objection has been 
avoided by the amendments. 

As recognized by the Examiner (Office Action page 5) the John patent does not disclose a 
lubricant (as required in independent claims 1 and 12). The Office Action asserts drat it would 
be obvious to i is \ propylene glycol tabiiizer taught in Terea in the companions ol John. 
This rejection has been avoided by the cancellation of polypropylene glycol from the claims. 

Claims 3 and 12 have been amended to require no non-volatile silicones. Terae requires 
non-volatile silicones (column 1, line 67-column 3, line 2). 

I > ce at Office Action page 4 states that the poiydiorganosiioxane taught in 

John can be a volatile material, and its amount can be less than 0.2%. With the claim 
mendmei s i ; limitation no longer applies, since both claims 1 and 12 require that no 
non-volatile silicones are present in the claimed compositions. Claim 1 has been amended to 
specify types of volatile siloxanes not covered by John's formula (B) for his 
poiydiorganosiloxanes (col. 2, li. 54-64). 

'The present application defines volatile silicones as those having a boiling point less that 
250° C. The poiydiorganosiloxanes (B) described in John have the formula 
(CH 3 ) 3 SiO[CIT3(R)SiO] x |;(CI:l3.bSi()'j y Si{'CH 3 )3 in which R, x and y are defined in column 2. 
John's invention rises the combination of dimethylsiloxanes (A) and poiydiorganosiloxanes (B) 
to yield a scouring cleanser that leaves hard surfaces (such as bath tubs, was basins and toilets) 
yh-ss} w i\ » s sv 1 \amp e b-nlgmg oo mvu 4 nd 5 In John's example using only 
the lower molecular weight cyclic siioxane {Example A) the gloss was only neutral In John's 
working examples B - D the poiydiorganosiloxanes (I - II) had 77 to 117 carbon atoms. 

As to ail chums rejected under John in view of Terae. the lubricants now within the scope 
of the amended claims are not found in the references. Additionally, neither reference would 
lead one to eliminate non-volatile silicones altogether. 
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Claims 5 and 14 have been rejected under 35 USC .103(a) as obvious over John and Terae 
and further in view of Martin US Patent 5,264,027. This rejection has been avoided by the claim 
amendments \ lartin is a patent on detergent resi; iant compositions for such uses as car wax 
(coi. 9, if 11-14), As discussed in applicants' last response (Amendment Under 35 CFR 1.116) 
Martin itself contains the tacts to show thai his hydrocarbonoxy end- blocked branched 
orgaru >o!.ysiio < ma olatik ee pplica - last t ponse pp 7-8). Martin has been 
cited for his disclosure of a hydrocarbon solvent that he mixes with his alkoxy end -blocked 
organopoh siloxaae. However, the addition of Martin to John and Terea does not provide the 
missing elements discussed above, namely a lubricant selected from the group slated in claims I 
and 12, and the absence of non-volatile silicones now required an amended claims 1 and 12 from 
which claims 5 and 14 depend. 

The presently claimed finishing compositions use volatile siloxanes to provide improved 
handling properties. After application (e.g. to an automobile finish) the volatile siloxanes 
evano; rte. Nos nib silk >nes are not used in the amended claims, because they can cause 
problems in finishing a vehicle paint job (paint defects and contamination of surfaces in a body 
shop). This is explained in more detail at specification page 3, lines 6-12, page 9, lines 22-25 
and page 24, tines 3-1 5 . Non-volatile siloxanes can, tor example, cause a defect known as fish 
eye or beading on a paint job in a body shop. Thus, the presence of nonvolatile siloxanes in 
some of the references is contrary to the purpose of the presently claimed finishing compositions. 

Claim 15 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over John in view of 
Terae. This rejection has been avoided by the amendments to claim 15. The reasoning applied 
above to the previous rejection over John m view of 'ferae applies to this rejection, 'ferae is 
avoided by the cancellation of "propylene glycols" from the list of lubricants, and John is further 
distinguished by the specification id' the volatile siloxanes in the amended claim. The method of 
claim 1 5 now requires that no non-volatile silicone materials be used. 
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Appilc;ti;c>n No.: us '76 7-'; 3.) 



f^sNo.: SW03US002 



^ Oxl i i < ! sjeetions nder35USC 102(e) and 103(a) is ec tested ejoindet > claim 16 
s reque ted m h ification >{ Vliowabiiit) is solicited IT am issues or questions emain the 
resolution o u v tiner feels would be advanced by a conference with applicant's 
attorney, he is invited to contact such attorney at the telephone number noted below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



. 

Date 



■ y :. „.dl' .:v::d. . . 

DougktsB. Utile, Reg. No.: 28,439 
Telephone No.: 651-733-1501 
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Facsimile No.: 651-736-3833 
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